The impact of social support on dissonance arousal was investigated from a social identity view of dissonance theory. This perspective is seen as augmenting current conceptualizations of dissonance theory by predicting when normative information will impact on dissonance arousal and by indicating the availability of identity-related strategies of dissonance reduction. An experiment was conducted to induce feelings of hypocrisy under conditions of behavioral support or nonsupport. Group salience was either high or low, or individual identity was emphasized. As predicted, participants with no support from the salient in-group exhibited the greatest need to reduce dissonance through attitude change and reduced levels of group identification. Results were interpreted in terms of self being central to the arousal and reduction of dissonance.
dissonance theory is enjoying a resurgence of interest (e.g., HarmonJones & Mills, 1999; Stone & Cooper, 2001 ) that pivots around the role of self in dissonance arousal (see also Aronson, Fried, & Stone, 1991; Cooper 1999a Cooper , 1999b Dickerson, Thibodeau, Aronson, & Miller, 1992; Fried & Aronson, 1995; Robertson & Reicher, 1997; Stone, 1999) . In this article, we examine the role of social support in the arousal and reduction of cognitive dissonance. In doing so, we propose a perspective based on social identity (Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and self-categorization theories (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987) that takes into account the role of self in determining the extent of dissonance elicited. We regard this conceptualization as augmenting rather than opposing current understandings of dissonance phenomena.
According to Festinger (1957) , the relationship between a person's attitudes and behavior is driven by the goal of reducing an aversive psychological state, called dissonance, which arises when two cognitions are inconsistent. Festinger's original monograph foreshadowed the role of group processes in dissonance arousal and reduction. Indeed, his initial research on dissonance phenomena investigated how members of a fringe religious sect aided each other's dissonance reduction (Festinger, Riecken, & Schachter, 1956 ). However, subsequent dissonance research has tended to overlook the importance of group-derived cognitions in the arousal and reduction of dissonance. One notable exception to this trend is research on the role that social support plays in relation to dissonance phenomena. Early research failed to reach agreement on the role of social support. Lepper, Zanna, and Abelson (1970) found support for the notion that knowing that others have behaved in the same manner (i.e., counterattitudinally) acts as a consonant cognition, thereby reducing dissonance. Cooper, Jones, and Tuller (1972) , however, did not find this effect after informing participants that a majority of previ-ous participants had also agreed to write the counterattitudinal essay.
In subsequent research, Stroebe and Diehl (1981) conducted four studies using the induced compliance paradigm to resolve this discrepancy and to determine how social support operates to reduce cognitive dissonance. In their key study (Study 3), freedom of choice in engaging in the counterattitudinal behavior and behavioral support for a counterattitudinal behavior were manipulated. In the high-choice condition (where dissonance should be aroused), there was greatest attitude change when there was no behavioral support from a confederate for the counterattitudinal behavior. Stroebe and Diehl argued that the presence of support acted as a consonant cognition for one's own attitude-discrepant behavior, thereby reducing the need for dissonance reduction through attitude change. Stroebe and Diehl's (1981) studies offer some support for the notion that social support acts as a consonant cognition. However, from a social identity perspective it would be expected that another's behavior would have implications for the self only when that other is a relevant referent.
1 Stroebe and Diehl's results could be explained if we were to assume that participants in their studies felt that they shared an implicit in-group with the confederate. Such an assumption could be reasonable, given that past research into affiliation under conditions of stress (e.g., Schachter, 1959) has demonstrated that participants prefer to wait with another person prior to an anxiety-provoking experiment-possibly for social comparison reasons. Alternatively, if no implicit in-group was assumed, participants may have changed their attitudes in an attempt to differentiate themselves from the other participant rather than to reduce any feelings of cognitive dissonance. Stroebe and Diehl's results indicated that participants who were given no behavioral support thought that the confederate had a more negative attitude toward the topic (fundamental attribution error; Jones & Nisbett, 1972; Ross, 1977) ; thus, they may have changed their attitudes to be more positive in an attempt to reflect the difference between their behavior and that of the confederate. Without a manipulation of identity salience, it is difficult to determine whether the effect of social support on dissonance arousal is truly a phenomenon dependent on group processes or whether some mechanism (other than identity management strategies) could explain the effects of social support on dissonance arousal.
A more general limitation of the dissonance literature examining the impact of social support is that it has tended to address the role of social information at the level of the individual. We argue that self-definition is context dependent (see Turner et al., 1987) , and as such, social support should be from a salient and common in-group for it to be effective. It is under these conditions that group memberships (and the cognitions associated with them) become an important basis for self-definition. Thus, the extent to which social information acts as a consonant or dissonant cognition should be determined by the relationship between the self and the source of the cognitions. As a theoretical basis for this argument, our analysis is guided by two theories of social influence-namely, social identity theory and self-categorization theory-and research derived from these theories that has illustrated the importance of norms in the attitude-behavior relationship (e.g., Terry & Hogg, 1996; Terry, Hogg, & Duck, 1999; Terry, Hogg, & McKimmie, 2000; Wellen, Hogg, & Terry, 1998) .
Social Identity and Self-Categorization Theories
Social identity theory (e.g., Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979 ; see also Hogg, 1996) proposes that people's selfconcept is derived in part from their identifications with social groups when the group context is relevant. Social identification is a result of self-categorization as a group member, a process elaborated on by self-categorization theory. Self-categorization theory (Turner et al., 1987) proposes that individuals categorize others to regulate and structure the social environment in meaningful ways and, in doing so, categorize themselves into groups. Subsequently, group members are seen to share some qualities that are qualitatively different from other groups. When a particular social identity (group membership) is salient, people categorize themselves as group members, and they become aware of the stereotypic in-group norms from the behaviors and attitudes of other group members. Through a process of referent informational influence, these are then in turn cognitively represented and assigned to self-a process referred to as self-stereotyping-and behaviors and attitudes are, as a consequence, guided by the shared normative standards.
According to these theories, social context plays a central role in the definition of the self. Thus, both aspects of the self-concept (personal and social) should be taken into account when explaining dissonance arousal and reduction. The behaviors of other group members may lead to an increase or decrease in cognitive dissonance depending on the consistency between an actor's behavior and the group norm derived from the behavior of other group members. It is also expected that when dissonant cognitions are associated with group membership, social-identity-based dissonance reduction strategies should be accessible to participants. For example, participants may attempt to reduce cognitive dissonance under conditions of behavioral nonsupport by reducing the importance of the lack of support through reduced levels of identification with the group.
Role of the Self in Dissonance Arousal and Reduction
Since 1957, there has been substantial debate over the role of the self in the arousal of dissonance and the mechanism underlying cognitive dissonance. Cooper and Fazio's (1984) "new look" at dissonance theory argued that it is the taking of responsibility for behavior resulting in a foreseeable aversive consequence that causes the internal aversive state of dissonance. Given the manner in which consequences are defined as aversive-as a conditioned emotional response learned in childhood-this approach suggests a shared or normative underpinning to the arousal of dissonance. Such a position leaves little scope for individual differences to impact on dissonance arousal (see Cooper, 1999a) . In contrast, Aronson and colleagues (Aronson, 1968; Aronson & Carlsmith, 1962; Aronson, Chase, Helmreich, & Ruhnke, 1974; argued that the self is integral to the arousal of dissonance and that it is any violation of an important element of the self-concept that leads to dissonance and attitude change. In a reconciliation of the different approaches to the role of the self-concept in dissonance arousal embodied in the new look and the self-concept approaches, Stone and Cooper's (2001) self-standards model focuses on how dissonance is aroused and reduced when specific types of cognitions are made accessible by taking into account the standards against which behavior is compared. Stone and Cooper argued that there are two standards-selfknowledge and normative information-and that dissonance is aroused when there is a difference between one's behavior and the relevant comparative standard.
Although this model marks an important step in the development of the dissonance literature in the sense that it offers an integration of the theoretical developments to date, the way in which the model predicts which standard behavior is compared against in different types of social settings needs some elaboration. Given the similarities between the self-standards model's conception of self and the view of self held by social identity and self-categorization theories, adopting a framework based on social identity constructs might be a useful way in which to examine dissonance effects and offer new predictions about when dissonance will be aroused and how it might be reduced. Such a perspective would have the benefit of being able to predict not only when specific types of cognitions are accessible in a given situation but also what types of situations give rise to comparisons with normative or self-standards.
The Present Study
The present study was designed to invoke dissonance arousal through an adaptation of the hypocrisy paradigm (see Aronson, Fried, & Stone, 1991; Dickerson, Thibodeau, Aronson, & Miller, 1992; Fried & Aronson, 1995) . In the hypocrisy paradigm, the researcher makes participants aware of an inconsistency between previous behavior and a current attitude. Typically, attitudes studied have been high in social desirability-for example, support for water conservation (Dickerson et al., 1992) . According to the self-concept interpretation of dissonance theory (Aronson, 1968) , most people have a self-concept that is positive and therefore inconsistent with feelings of hypocrisy. These feelings of hypocrisy are associated with an increase in cognitive dissonance. Previous research using this paradigm has investigated the role of social information. Stone, Weigand, Cooper, and Aronson (1997) found that when participants were asked to focus on the attitudebehavior inconsistency of important others, their own motivation to reduce dissonance was relatively diminished compared with when they focused on their own attitude-behavior inconsistency. The present study extends this research by investigating the extent to which group salience is important in moderating the impact of social information on the need to reduce dissonance.
In the present study, participants were made aware of the discrepancy between their attitude toward generosity and the actual frequency of their generosity. Behavioral support was manipulated through the provision of information detailing whether other in-group members (fellow students) acted generously, and group salience was manipulated through a self-description task (high group salience, low group salience, and individual identity). The current study differed from previous hypocrisy-based research by making dissonance predictions in terms of attitude change rather than behavioral change. Typically, participants are given no opportunity to change their attitudes in hypocrisy studies, as the goal is to bring participants' behaviors in line with their already existing prosocial attitudes. Theoretically, participants' dissonance could be reduced by shifting their attitudes toward their past behaviors if they are given the opportunity to express attitudes following the induction of hypocrisy. Making predictions in this manner diminishes the methodological costs of assessing actual behavior and reduces the possible impact of social desirability on participants' behaviors.
We expected that the level of cognitive dissonance experienced by participants would be dependent on whether they had behavioral support for failing to act in accordance with their beliefs, but only when that support emanated from a salient in-group. Specifically, we expected behavioral support to be more effective at reducing levels of dissonance for those individuals who share a salient common in-group identity with the source of that information (Hypothesis 1).
Further, individuals who share a salient group membership but who are offered no support have access to group-based modes of dissonance reduction. It was expected that such participants would distance themselves from a nonsupportive in-group in an attempt to reduce the importance of the dissonant cognitions and, as a consequence, the magnitude of dissonance (Hypothesis 2).
Method

Participants and Design
Participants were 18 male and 81 female undergraduate psychology students with an average age of 20.68 years (SD ϭ 3.07), enrolled in a large university in the Netherlands. Participants were randomly assigned to one of six conditions (with between 14 and 19 participants in each) resulting from the manipulation of behavioral support (support or nonsupport) and group salience (individual identity, low group salience, or high group salience).
Manipulations and Measures
All instructions and questions for this study were presented in the form of a questionnaire. After being asked for basic demographic information, participants were told by the female experimenter that the study was about how people perceive different personality qualities, and specifically the quality of generosity.
Manipulation of group salience. Participants in the high-salience condition were informed that the research concerned how psychology students from their university ("University A") responded as a whole and that these responses would be compared with an equal status university in the same city ("University B"; the actual university names were used in the questionnaire). Following this, participants were requested to complete a self-description task (Hogg & Hains, 1996) that aimed to make a group identity salient by asking participants to focus on "the three most important positive things that you have in common with other psychology students from University A and that differentiate University A psychology students from University B psychology students." Participants in the low-salience condition were told that the research concerned the views of psychology students from "this university" but that reference to the university as a whole was merely for the purpose of simplifying data analysis, as other groups of people were also being surveyed. These participants were requested to complete a self-description, this time focusing on three positive things that they had in common with other psychology students at "this university." Finally, in the individual condition, participants were informed that the researcher was particularly interested in how individuals view generosity and that "we are interested in your thoughts as an individual." These participants completed a self-description task in which they described the three most positive things that make them different from other people.
Hypocrisy manipulation. Next, participants were subjected to a modified hypocrisy manipulation (adapted from Dickerson et al., 1992) in which they first had their attitudes toward generosity made salient and then were asked to recognize past behaviors that were inconsistent with this attitude. To elicit participants' attitudes toward generosity, we asked how favorable they thought generosity was as a personality quality (1 ϭ very unfavorable to 9 ϭ very favorable). To make participants aware of previously ungenerous behavior, we asked them to complete a Generosity Checklist. Participants were asked to indicate how often they donated money to charities, paid for the full drinks tab when out with friends, and gave money to homeless people (every day, once a week, once a year, or never). Pilot work (N ϭ 60) indicated that such a shortened procedure was effective at reducing perceptions of attitude-behavior consistency-from an average of 6.82 in the control condition (in which participants indicated their attitudes toward generosity but not their previous behaviors) to 5.85 in the hypocrisy condition (in which participants indicated their attitudes toward generosity and the frequency of their previous generous behaviors), F(1, 58) ϭ 6.17, p Ͻ .05. As a measure of psychological discomfort, participants were also asked to indicate how comfortable, relaxed, calm, and nervous they were feeling after these questions, from 1 (not at all) to 9 (extremely) (␣ ϭ .85). Additional analyses indicated that the less participants felt their attitudes and behaviors were consistent, the greater was their reported psychological discomfort (r ϭ Ϫ.55, p Ͻ .01) and the greater were their feelings of hypocrisy (r ϭ Ϫ.51, p Ͻ .01). The hypocrisy manipulation was tested independently of the main study to avoid the possibility that some participants would seek to reinterpret the discrepancy between their attitudes and behavior by claiming to be nonhypocritical and thereby reducing the effect of the hypocrisy procedure on attitude change.
Manipulation of behavioral support. For the manipulation of behavioral support, participants were given bogus information about a previous study that had been conducted at University A involving 247 psychology students. They were presented with a graph representing the percentage of psychology students from University A who had reported often performing the behaviors in the generosity checklist. In the nonsupport condition, the graph indicated that 87% of the previous participants from University A reported donating money to charities often, 92% reported paying for the full drinks tab, and 82% reported giving money to homeless people. In the support condition, the percentages of previous participants who reported each behavior were 17%, 22%, and 12%, respectively. After studying the graph, participants were requested to summarize the information presented by indicating the extent to which psychology students from University A were generous.
Manipulation checks. As a check on the efficacy of the manipulation of behavioral support, participants were asked whether the previous research (bogus information) had shown that in-group members were 1 (not at all generous) or 9 (very generous). Further, perceptions of attitudinal support were assessed in a similar way, with participants being asked how favorably they thought in-group members would evaluate acting generously, from 1 (very unfavorably) to 9 (very favorably). Finally, a measure of in-group favoritism was administered. In-group favoritism is an appropriate check on the manipulation of group salience, in that for favoritism to occur, participants must self-categorize as a group member; mere categorization is not sufficient (Grieve & Hogg, 1999) . To assess in-group favoritism, we asked participants to give their impression of psychology students from both University B (outgroup) and University A (in-group) on six 9-point semantic differential scales. For example, participants were asked to indicate how unpleasant-pleasant, not likable-likable, unintelligent-intelligent, and foolish-wise students from both universities were. Items assessing out-group evaluation loaded on a single factor (accounting for 74.9% of the variance) and formed a reliable scale (␣ ϭ .93). Similarly, the in-group evaluation items loaded on one factor, which accounted for 73.2% of the variance and constituted a reliable scale (␣ ϭ .93).
Dependent measures. Following the manipulation of behavioral support, the main dependent measures of attitude change and identification were assessed. To allow the assessment of attitude change, we reassessed participants' attitudes toward generosity. Four items assessed participants' identification with the group "psychology students from University A." For example, participants were asked how strongly they identified with the group, how much they felt they belonged to the group, how important the group was to how they saw themselves, and how similar they felt to other in-group members (1 ϭ not at all to 9 ϭ very much; see Doosje, Ellemers, & Spears, 1995; Hogg, Turner, & Davidson, 1990) . These items loaded on a single factor (accounting for 71.6% of the variance; ␣ ϭ .87). On completion of the study, participants were debriefed.
Results
Manipulation Checks
Behavioral support. To check whether participants understood the manipulation of behavioral support, we analyzed participants' perceptions of behavioral support with a 2 (behavioral support) by 3 (group salience) analysis of variance (ANOVA), revealing only a significant effect for behavioral support, F(1, 93) ϭ 512.66, p Ͻ .01, 2 ϭ .85. As expected, participants in the behavior support condition perceived greater behavioral support (M ϭ 7.92) compared with participants in the behavior nonsupport condition (M ϭ 3.41).
A 2 (behavioral support) by 3 (group salience) ANOVA was conducted on the measure of perceived attitudinal support, given that behavioral support may impact on dissonance through attitudinal inferences. For example, in the behavior support condition, participants may have inferred that other group members did not act generously because they held a negative attitude toward generosity (the opposite inference could be made in the nonsupport condition). The ANOVA revealed that this was in fact the case. Consistent with the fundamental attribution error, participants in the behavior support condition believed other group members to have significantly less favorable attitudes toward generosity (M ϭ 5.46) when compared with the perceptions of participants in the behavior nonsupport condition (M ϭ 7.51), F(1, 93) ϭ 81.91, p Ͻ .01, 2 ϭ .47. In light of this finding, subsequent analyses were conducted using perceptions of attitudinal support as a covariate. Thus, all effects reported subsequently are independent of any effects due to perceived attitude support.
2
Group salience. To compute a measure of in-group favoritism, we subtracted participants' evaluation of the out-group from their evaluation of the in-group. A 2 (behavioral support) by 3 (group salience) analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) with perceived attitudinal support as a covariate revealed only a significant effect for group salience, F(1, 91) ϭ 3.09, p Ͻ .05, 2 ϭ .06. Planned comparisons (Bonferroni p Ͻ .05) provided support for the effectiveness of the manipulation of group salience, in that participants in the high-salience condition (M ϭ 0.63) favored the in-group to a greater degree than did participants in the individual identity (M ϭ 0.10) or low-salience conditions (M ϭ 0.29). The extent of in-group favoritism in the low group salience and individual identity conditions was not significantly different. These results provide support for the manipulation of group salience.
Effects of Behavioral Support and Salience
To examine the extent to which dissonance arousal was dependent on behavioral support and group salience, we analyzed attitude change and identification with the in-group with 2 (behavioral support) by 3 (group salience) ANCOVAs with perceived attitude support as the covariate.
Attitude change. A measure of attitude change was calculated by subtracting participants' attitude toward generosity following completion of the generosity checklist from their prior attitude. Positive scores indicated that participants' attitudes toward generosity were less favorable (bringing their attitudes into line with their behavior). Analyses revealed that there was a significant effect of the covariate, F(1, 92) ϭ 4.06, p Ͻ .05, 2 ϭ .04, ␤ ϭ Ϫ0.21, and that there was a significant interaction between salience and behavioral support, F(2, 92) ϭ 6.74, p Ͻ .01, 2 ϭ .13 (see Figure 1 ). Analyses of simple effects offered support for Hypothesis 1. As expected, there was no difference in attitude change as a function of behavioral support within the individual identity, F(1, 92) ϭ 0.42, ns, and low-salience, F(1, 92) ϭ 0.74, ns, conditions; however, in the high group salience condition, there was significantly greater attitude change in the opposite direction of participants' original attitudes in the behavioral nonsupport condition (M ϭ 1.61) compared with the behavioral support condition (M ϭ Ϫ0.68), F(1, 92) ϭ 9.93, p Ͻ .01, 2 ϭ .10.
Additional analyses (one-sample t tests) were conducted to determine whether the attitude change exhibited was significantly different from zero, given that under no-hypocrisy conditions, it would be expected that there would be no attitude change. Only those participants in the high-salience nonsupport condition displayed attitude change significantly different from that which would be expected in the absence of dissonance arousal, t(15) ϭ 2.24, p Ͻ .05. Given the lack of significant differences in the individual identity condition, there was no support for the notion that the results of previous research (e.g., Stroebe & Diehl, 1981) investigating the role of social support can be explained purely in terms of identity processes. From these analyses, it can be seen that there is some support for Hypothesis 1 in that the level of dissonance (assessed in terms of attitude change) was greatest for those participants given no support, but only when a shared group membership was made salient. Identification. To examine whether participants engaged in group-based dissonance reduction strategies when the source of nonsupport came from a salient in-group, we analyzed participants' identification with the in-group. A 2 (behavioral support) by 3 (group salience) ANCOVA with perceived attitude support as the covariate revealed a significant interaction between salience and support, F(2, 92) ϭ 3.68, p Ͻ .05, 2 ϭ .07 (see Figure 2) . Perceived attitude support was again a significant covariate, F(1, 92) ϭ 4.81, p Ͻ .05, 2 ϭ .05, ␤ ϭ .22. Simple effects revealed some support for the prediction that group members would attempt to reduce the importance of dissonant cognitions through a reduction in levels of group identification (Hypothesis 2). For participants in the high group salience condition, behavioral support was associated with higher levels of identification (M ϭ 5.39) than was nonsupport (M ϭ 3.61), F(1, 92) ϭ 7.73, p Ͻ .01, 2 ϭ .08. For participants in the individual identity, F(1, 92) ϭ 2.21, ns, and low-salience conditions, F(1, 92) ϭ 0.41, ns, there were no significant differences as a function of behavioral support.
Discussion
It was predicted that a lack of behavioral support for counterattitudinal behavior would be associated with greater levels of dissonance only for those participants who shared a salient group membership with the source of the normative information. Further, on the basis of the argument that self is at the center of dissonance arousal, it was expected that when dissonant cognitions were tied to group membership, dissonance reduction strategies based on group membership would be accessible to participants. The results for both attitude change and identification with the group provided support for these predictions, to the extent that a lack of behavioral support from a salient in-group was associated with greater attitude change and reduced levels of group identification. In support of the view that social support functions to reduce cognitive dissonance, there was little evidence for an explanation of the results of previous studies (e.g., Stroebe & Diehl, 1981) based solely on the operation of differentiation. Preliminary analyses indicated that the manip- ulation of group salience and behavioral support were successful, and the pilot study provided support for success of the adapted hypocrisy procedure that was used.
The findings for attitude change and identification offer some support for the proposed view of dissonance theory based on a complex context-sensitive definition of self derived from social identity theory and self-categorization theory. Analyses of participants' attitude change scores indicated that the lack of behavioral support for hypocrisy did not exacerbate the need to resolve inconsistency through attitude change except when that information came from a salient in-group. In other words, a lack of support did not function as a dissonant cognition unless that cognition was tied to the participants' self-definition through a salient common in-group shared with the source of behavioral information. This finding supports Stroebe and Diehl's (1981) argument that social information can act as a consonant or dissonant cognition. Failure to show increased attitude change in the individual identity nonsupport condition is problematic for the alternative interpretation based solely on identity processes such as differentiation. The interaction between group salience and behavioral support suggests that the self-standards model's implication that normative information is relevant for the avoidance of generalized social sanctions does not fully capture the role that group memberships play in the arousal and reduction of dissonance. Specifically, the present findings suggest that for normative standards to impact on dissonance arousal, these standards need to be associated with the self via a salient in-group.
The findings for identification with the ingroup offer further support for a social identity view of dissonance theory. Consistent with Hypothesis 2, it was the participants subjected to the highest levels of dissonance (high-salience, nonsupport condition) who distanced themselves from the in-group, as evidenced by the lower levels of identification. In effect, participants faced with a lack of support from a relevant group weakened their relationship with the source of the dissonant cognitions. Such a strategy was presumably not available to participants for whom group membership was not a particularly relevant basis for self-definition. Without reference to the identity mechanisms involved in a context-sensitive notion of self, it is not clear how dissonance theory could account for such a finding. It is possible that this effect merely represents the fact that participants rejected the in-group because it failed to offer support, rather than being a reflection of their desire to reduce the importance of the dissonant cognitions. However, the results for the measure of in-group favoritism (which was assessed following the manipulation of support) go some way to ruling out such an alternative explanation, given that participants in the highsalience condition favored the in-group irrespective of whether they received behavioral support.
In light of the present findings, there is preliminary support for the notion that a socialidentity-based view of dissonance theory can augment current approaches to the study of dissonance. For example, the present approach augments Stone and Cooper's (2001) self-standards model by helping to identify which selfstandard a person's behavior will be compared with in a given context by considering the salience of their group memberships. Further, the inclusion of a context-sensitive self provides a mechanism by which norms can impact on dissonance arousal within Aronson's (Aronson, 1968; Aronson & Carlsmith, 1962) self-concept approach.
One limitation of the present study is that the presence of dissonance was inferred from the measure of attitude change but was not directly measured in the main study. Future research should attempt to obtain more direct evidence of dissonance, as measured by psychological discomfort, in order to provide stronger support for the effects seen in this study. Adopting such a measure would help to minimize any impact of social influence on the measure of dissonance. In the present study, it could be expected that the measure of attitude change would be susceptible to social influence. Interestingly, the observed pattern of attitude change is in the opposite direction to what would be expected from social influence (participants had more negative attitudes about generosity when they thought the group was more favorable about generosity, i.e., in the high-salience nonsupport condition).
In conclusion, there was some support for the present approach to dissonance theory based on social identity and self-categorization theories, and for the view that how the self is defined is important for the extent of dissonance arousal and the way in which it is reduced. Alternative views of dissonance theory and an approach based solely on identity concerns could not explain the constellation of effects dependent on social support and group membership. As such, the present findings should provide a starting point from which to explore in greater depth the way in which dissonance phenomena operate within the social context.
